Its secure foundation as an empirically based discipline notwithstanding, economics from its inception has also been a moral science. Adam Smith's academic appointment was as professor of moral philosophy, and not only his earlier Theory of Moral Sentiments but the Wealth of Nations too reflects it. Both books are replete with analyses of individuals' motivations and psychological states, and the ways in which what we now call "economic" activity, carried out in inherently social settings, enables them to lead satisfying lives or not.
Even the division of labor, which Smith hailed (from the very first sentence of the Wealth of Nations) as the key to enhanced productivity, is subject to explicitly moral reservations -because it erodes individuals' capacities for "conceiving any generous, noble or tender sentiment" and for judging either "the ordinary duties of private life"or "the great and extensive interests" of the nation. The greatest concern throughout is to foster the well-being of what Smith calls "the great body of the people." Material living standards matter for themselves, but, more importantly, they are essential for both individual happiness and public advancement: "No society can surely be flourishing and happy of which the far greater part of the members are poor and miserable." 1 As if in validation of Smith's concerns about the division of labor, the moral aspect of our discipline is often ignored, and sometimes even deliberately set aside, in today's ever narrower and more specialized forms of economic analysis; but it was there from the outset, and it is widely recognized nonetheless. By contrast, what is not generally understood -indeed, what contradicts most current-day interpretations of the origins of economics as an independent intellectual discipline -is the influence on the work of Smith and other early "economists" stemming from thinking about matters not just moral but religious in the traditional sense.
The commonplace view today is that the emergence of "economics" out of the European Enlightenment of the 18 th century was an aspect of the more general movement toward secular Hence Smith and his contemporaries would continually have been exposed to what were then current debates, tensions and new ideas in theology, in the same way that economists in university life today might be exposed to new thinking in physics, or biology, or demography.
And in the same way that economists today often draw on ideas from those other lines of inquiry -think of "gravity" models of trade, or "penetration" models of competition, or "migration" -4-models of technology transfer -these 18 th century thinkers who created what became the field of economics could easily have been influenced by what they heard, and read, and saw, of religious thinking. To be clear, the suggestion here is most certainly not that Smith, or any of the other "economic" thinkers of his day, self-consciously sought to bring religious principles to bear on what they thought and wrote. Rather, the theological controversies to which they were exposed were an influence on the basic view of man and the world -their "pre-analytic vision," to use Schumpeter's name for it -that they brought to their new thinking.
And it was that new thinking that gave us economics as the intellectual discipline that we know today. Smith's Wealth of Nations, published in 1776, achieved the full working out of the private-interest-leads-to-public-good idea as it has come down to us: individuals do correctly perceive their self-interest (in their roles as producers, although not necessarily as consumers); their desire to pursue their self-interest is a fundamental aspect of human nature; their doing so under the right conditions leads to outcomes that are optimal more broadly; and the key condition that allows these more broadly optimal outcomes to ensue is market competition. Not surprisingly, with the Wealth of Nations the vocabulary of "vice" and "vicious" is finally gone.
By the end of the century Smith's idea was well known and broadly accepted.
What does all this have to do with religious thinking?
The central thrust of the Latitudinarian debate within the Church of England, which was at its height in the half-century or so before Revolution, put it, people can "co-operate" in their own salvation, and "God can not be properly said to aid and assist those who do nothing themselves" in the matter. 4 
(3) Orthodox Calvinists
believed that the sole reason man exists is the glorification of God; their opponents believed that human happiness is also a legitimate, divinely intended end.
While the mapping from these changes in religious thinking to the subsequent transition in economic thinking is hardly exact, there is a striking coherence nonetheless. The belief that men and women are born with an inherent goodness is surely more suggestive that they can understand their self-interest and can be of benefit to others, especially if human happiness is a divinely warranted end of man's existence, than if they are utterly depraved in the religious/moral sense. The further belief that all men and women are potentially eligible for salvation -and, further, that human agency is a part of what enables that salvation -is clearly more suggestive -7-that individuals' acting in their perceived self-interest can improve not only their lives but those of their fellow creatures too, compared to the predestinarian belief that only few are saved and human agency has no bearing on the matter.
Yet a further change in religious thinking, playing out at roughly the same time though not part of the Calvinist/anti-Calvinist debate as such, concerned man's future on earth. In short,
while those who came to be known as "pre-millennialists" exhibited an eschatological pessimism, believing that only the second coming and the resulting destruction of the world as we know it could lead to any essential improvement, the newer "post-millennialists" believed that the thousand years of blissful existence foretold in the Bible would be part of human history and, further, that human agency has a role in bringing it about. This belief, that "progress" in rather, is that they were continually exposed to arguments along these lines. Moreover, the fact that these beliefs were not yet fully accepted, either in England of the first quarter of the 18 th century or in Scotland of the century's third quarter, presumably made their salience and visibility all the greater. Most people devote little attention to ideas that everyone accepts and -8-most take for granted (although, to be sure, Smith was a moral philosopher, and a probing and insightful one at that). What attracts attention and debate are claims that are disputed, and that bear implications over which there is tension. Arguments that cut against the officially received doctrine normally attract particular attention. Protestant theology was then undergoing a highly contested transition, and both Mandeville and Smith lived in the midst of it.
It would also be difficult to argue that any of these movements in religious thinking, away from orthodox Calvinism, was strictly necessary for the subsequent transition in economic thinking; Smith's ideas are powerful, and they stand on their own. Nor is there a case to be made that all four of these changes in religious thinking together were sufficient for this purpose.
Mandeville and Smith came along, but they were not inevitable, at least not in their specific time. Critics sometimes complain that belief in free markets, not just by economists but among ordinary citizens too, is a form of religion. It turns out that there is something to the idea -not in the way the critics mean, but in a deeper, more historically grounded sense. A better understanding of these lasting resonances, and their origin and subsequent implications as the economic context has changed over time, would enhance our appreciation of economics as a moral science.
